has emerged within the sightlines of disciplines which historically have paid scant attention to it.
The broadest statement of this change is the declaration by Dilip Gaonkar and Elizabeth
Povinelli in their introduction to an important issue of the cultural studies journal Public Culture entitled "Technologies of Public Forms: Circulation, Transfiguration, Recognition" :"It is no longer viable to look at circulation as a singular or empty space in which things move..," they say. And qualify this statement with a further development: "A form can be said to move intelligibly from one cultural space to another only in a state of translation." (p.. 392) Focus shifts then to the effects of mediation, to the ways practices of communication shape the knowledge that we receive, to the ways in which it is developed, organized, and passed on. The emphasis on circulation, transmission, passing on, shapes a strong conceptual context for the study of "entangled objects" (Pinney, 1998) -that is, objects whose meanings are inflected by the networks through which they circulate. Across the humanities, then, there is a recognition that transmissive means are also transfigurative (Povinelli and Gaonkar) Translation (and not transfer) names the complexity of these processes, englobing geography and textuality. This recognition has led to ambitious research projects as well as new transdisciplinary masters and doctoral programs who use the broad "cultural translation" as a centre of inquiry into meaning creation which focuses on the political geographies of displacement.
As it migrates across disciplines, translation is also applied to changing situations. With the intensification of migration, diasporal communities and cultural hybridity, translation operates increasingly across small spaces, "at home". Multilingual contexts and multilingual forms of communication call for new ways of thinking about transfer, and the ways in which language relations are inflected by the proximity of differences. Michael Cronin's notion of the new cosmopolitanism, but also the idea of "endotropic travel"-of movement across small, "internal" spaces-applies to the complexities of translation across the shared spaces of today's cities, for instance. How then do multilingual situations, where communities share a common geographical space-or compete for it-inflect the process of cultural creation? The spaces of cities offer a new terrain for translation studies, in particular cities which have a long history of linguistic cohabitation, where more than one community lays claim to the territory.
The fact, however, that Buden and Nowotny refer to the "problem" of cultural translation in the title of their article, points to areas of concern. This is most specifically a malaise of definition. Buden and Nowotny look to the counter-tradition, beginning with Benjamin, to construct an alternative view. When meaning creation is a translative operation (Jakobson), when translation is a "mother tongue" (Ivekovic), then it can no longer operate as a process reproducing and policing the borders of authorship, language, nation. The categories themselves are adulterated.
Jakobson makes the link even more firm when he places translation at the heart of meaningmaking processes, just as Bakhtin placed polyphony at the heart of the narrative. Naoki Sakai's definition of translation as "a social relation" rather than a transfer between two predetermined units is a continuation of this mode of thinking. Rather than a mode of communication (transfer) he foregrounds social relations and modes of address, homolingual and heterlingual.
It would be fair to say that translation studies has long been aware of these opposing regimesand the influence of the "countertradition" has been crucial to many varieties of Translation Studies, from the feminist theorists of the 1980s and 1990s to postcolonial translation studies.
In these views, "culture" is not a protective envelope but an object of suspicion. "This destabilizes the view of translation as a 'bridge between cultures' or makes it obsolete, since -if we draw on postcolonial theories of culture -translational transfer takes place between cultures that are already contaminated in themselves. (M. Wolf, 2008) . And so it sometimes seems as if the default kind of translation studies (the kind that is not cultural translation) is a kind of straw dog. There cannot be a clear cut distinction between cultural translation and the ordinary kind, because, as Buden and Nowotny show, even the linguistic categories used to define translation are more than linguistic. And so translation studies-in whatever form it takes-engages with categories and norms, either to confirm the normalizing tendencies of translation or to draw attention to the ways in which translation can disturb existing regimes.
But there is another layer to this debate and it has been discussed by Harish Trivedi. Trivedi rightly points out that cultural translation has become a way for cultural studies theorists to appropriate "translation"-without learning the languages. Applied to colonial practices of knowledge-creation, to human migrancy, to bilingual or diasporic situations of writing, translation becomes an indicator of the global reach of monolingual Anglo-American cultural studies. "And then those of us who are still bilingual, and who are still untranslated from our own native ground to an alien shore, will nevertheless have been translated against our will and against our grain." (Trivedi) important lens through which to view the traffic in ideas. This applies not only to the concepts studied but to the way that historical writing is itself undertaken. Which concepts are to serve as grounds for thought, and how are these to be translated into historical method and debate?
AThe problem of capitalist modernity cannot any longer be seen simply as a sociological problem of historical transition..but as a problem of translation, as well. There was a timeBbefore scholarship itself became globalizedB when the process of translating diverse forms, practices, and understandings of life into universalist political-theoretical categories of deeply European origin seemed to most social scientists an unproblematic proposition. That which was considered an analytical category (such as capital) was understood to have transcended the fragment of European history in which it may have originated" (p. 18)
But it is now understood, says Chakrabarty, that "rough" translation is inadequate, and that "critical and unrelenting attention" must be paid to the process of translation. Chakrabarty is careful not to opposite east and west, Europe and India. Tagore is very much a product of European romanticism, yet Chakrabarty is suggesting that the way Tagore "imagines" the nation in his poetry is both the same and different from the received meaning of this word. And so translation gives him an angle of approach which is revealing of conceptual dissymetries.
As a Bengali intellectual, schooled in the lessons of the Bengali Renaissanceitself a remarkable translational event-Chakrabarty brings a singular perspective to the discipline of history. As much as the contributors to the eipcp website, his is an activist stance, which challenges the borders of language and nation. Translation studies can only benefit from such interventions and from generalized attention to its topic.
